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PRELIMINARY  RESULTS   OF  A   SURVEY  OF  BOSTON'S  HIGHRISE  AIID  CON- 
DOMINIUM DlvELLERS 


I  Introduction 

This  memorandum  presents  the  preliminary  results  of  Part  I  of  a  two  part 
study,  conducted  during  December,  1972  and  January,  1973  of  residents  and 
■workers  in  the  downtown  highrise  and  apartment  and  office  buildings  of 
Boston. 1  The  data  obtained  from  these  studies  provide  a  useful  tool  for  ex- 
ploring the  housing  market  implications  of  recent  changes  in  Boston's 
economy.  They  will  be  a  critical  component  in  the  determination  of  public 
policy  and  its  relationship  to  private  development.  This  study  itself  is  in 
line  with  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority's  interest  in  developing  a 
firm  information  base  ,  from  which  policy  can  be  developed  and  planning  and 
development  programs  designed.   Behind  these  objectives,  the  study  represents 
an  important  input  to  the  task  of  formulating  a  housing  policy  for  the  City 
of  Boston.  This  later  task  is  now  being  performed  by  the  Housing  Task  Force 
of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA). 

The  study  of  downtown  residents  explored  the  social,  economic  and  other 
characteristics  of  the  households  that  choose  to  live  in  the  central  city. 
Residents  of  both  the  newer  apartments  and  condominiums  in  Boston  were 
covered  as  well  as  a  small  number  of  condominium  households  in  Brookline 
and  Cambridge.  Among  the  specific  research  questions  of  interest  were  the 
following: 

-  Where  do  these  households  come  from? 

-  Who  makes  up  those  hoseholds  -  household  size,  age,  income,  etc.? 

-  What  were  the  major  factors  in  influencing  choice  of  present 
residential  location? 

-  How  do  these  households  rank  the  relative  importance  of 
municipal  services  -  schools,  parks,  security,  etc.? 

-  What  do  these  households  like  and  dislike  about  their  neighbor- 

hood? Their  dwelling  unit? 


The  study  repo  ted  here  was  funded  by  the  Community  Renewal  Program, 
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II.  Research  Procedure 

To  answer  these  questions  a  sample  of  households  was  selected  for  telephone 
interviews.   Personal  interviews  were  conducted  in  those  instances  where 
telephone  intereviews  were  not  possible. 

A  total  of  13  apartment  projects  met  the  study  criteria  of  being  newly 
constructed,  (since  i960)  high  rise,  centrally  located,  middle  and  upper 
income  housing. 3  See  map,  Figure  1.   Cut  of  a  sample  of  208  eligible  apart- 
ment addresses,  193  interviews  were  completed  --  a  response  rate  of  78  per- 
cent. 

A  total  of  20  condominium  projects  in  Boston,  Brookline  and  Cambridge  were 
included  in  the  sample  of  what  was  (at  the  time)  considered  a  comprehensive 
listing  of  all  condominium  development  in  these  municipalities.  At  91 
eligible  addresses,  75  interviews  were  completed  --  a  response  rate  of  82 
percent.   See  map,  Figure  2  and  lists  of  condominiums  surveyed,  Appendix. 

III.  Results 

This  report  presents  the  basic  data  obtained  from  the  survey  in  a  summary 
form,  and  this  section  Highlights  some  of  the  survey  results.  The  dis- 
cussion generally  pertains  to  apartment  dwellers  since  the  number  of  con- 
dominium units  in  one  City  is  a  relatively  small  percent  (less  than  10  per- 
cent) of  the  high  rise  apartment  units.  Following  the  highlights  are  a 
series  of  tables  of  basic  data  obtained  from  the  survey.  Further  processing 
of  the  data,  evaluation,  interpretation  and  policy  considerations  will  be 
developed  and  presented  in  subsequent  reports. 

Data  Highlights 

Highrise  housing  appeals  particularly  to  certain  segments  of  the  population: 

-Half  the  households  are  one  person  and  over  90$  are  one  or 
two  person  households.   (The  comparable  citywide  figure  for 
one  person  households  is  35. 2>). 

-97L,J  of  the  households  do  not  have  children. 

-These  households  do  not  contain  a  significant  number  of  un- 
related individuals:   only  12.3$  of  the  households  in  this 
class  had  a  household  head  living  with  one  or  more  unrelated 
individuals. 


The  sample  design  questionnaire  testing,  and  administration  of  the  survey 
were  carried  out  for  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  by  the  Survey  Re- 
search Program,  a  facility  of  the  University  of  Massachusetts  -  Boston  and 
the  Joint  Center  for  Urban  Studies  of  MIT  and  Harvard  University. 

3 

After  the  study  was  underway,  it  was  discovered  that  one  project,  Charles- 
bank  Apts.,  with  2?o  units  was  actually  subsidized  housing  and  technically 
outside  the  Durvue  of  this  study. 
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-?he   age  distribution,  was  relatively  even  -  e.g.  downtown 
housing  was  not  predominatly  occupied  by  older  citizens. 
There  were  about  21%  of  the  apartment  units  where  the  head 
of  the  household  was  over  65,  which  is  basically  the  same 
as  the  overall  city  average  22.5%.   In  2k%   of  the  apartments, 
the  head  of  the  household  was  under  30,  also  close  to  the  city 
wide  average. 

Median  Income  in  the  rental  units  is  2.3  times  that  of  the  median  city-wide 
household  income,  (.£18,368  vs.  $75835). 

Higher  income  households  are  concentrated  in  core  area  luxury  high  rise:  of  those 
households  earning  over  $25,000  per  year  29.1%  are  in  the  downtown  core  area, 
while  only  2.9%  are  in  the  City  as  a  whole. 

Ethnically,  it  is  notable  that  the  rate  of  Protestants  in  both  condominiums 
and  apartment  houses  is  much  higher  than  the  City  of  Boston  as  a  whole, 
and  looks  much  more  like  a  metropolitan  area  at  39  percent.   Jews  are  also 
represented  at  a  higher  rate  in  these  populations  than  in  the  City  as  a  whole 
at  22  percent. 

This  is  a  tremendously  well  educated  population;  both  in  the  apartments  and 
the  condominiums  with  over  30  percent  having  had  some  college  experience. 
For  V3  percent  of  the  condominium  dwellers  the  heads  of  the  families  of  con- 
dominium dwellers  have  a  post  graduate  degree. 

Over  50%  of  the  people  have  moved  into  downtown  apartments  from  outside  the 
City  (30%  from  the  SMSA  and  20%  from  outside  the  SMSA.) 

75%  of  these  residents  work  in  Boston,  25%  work  outside  the  City  (13%  in 
closely  surrounding  towns  -  e.g.  Cambridge,  Watertown,  etc.,  and  12%  in  the 
outer  suburbs.)  This  demonstrates  a  new  reverse  commuter  phenomenon,  and 
is  another  sign  that  the  City  is  an  increasingly  attractive  place  for  certain 
people  to  live. 

h%   of  the  downtown  residents  walk  to  work,  1+0%  drive,  and  15%  use  the  MBTA. 
Two  thirds  (65%)  average  less  than  15  minutes  in  getting  to  work. 

Car  ownership  is  higher  among  the  apartment  dwellers  as  well  as  the  con- 
dominium dwellers  than  for  the  City  as  a  whole,  where  only  5^  percent  of  the 
population  owns  at  lease  one  car.   In  this  case  68  percent  of  the  sample  over- 
all own  cars,  ok   percent  of  those  in  apartments  and  77  percent  of , those  in 
condominiums.  A   majority  of  those  who  own  cars  consider  them  to  be  essential. 
Only  15  to  20  percent  think  they  could  get  along  without  a  car. 
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The  overall  level  of  satisfaction  with  City  services  and  facilities 
seemed  quite  coed.  Eighty  percent  were  satisfied  with  available  shopping 
facilities,   ninety  percent  were  satisfied  with  available  recreational 
facilities.   Sixt?/  percent  were  satisfied  with  the  level  of  street  cleaning, 
and  75  percent  were  satisfied  with  local  parks.  However,  over  60  percent 
felt  unsafe  walking  alone  at  night,  ninety- six  percent  indicated  that  the 
quality  of  local  public  schools  was  not  important  in  their  locational  choice. 

Even  though  condominium  conversions  are  a  relatively  new  phenomenon  in 
Boston  (the  median  lenght  of  ownership  of  those  surveyed  was  10  months), 
people  in  condominiums  seem  to  be  more  "stable."  Less  than  10  percent  con- 
template moving  within  the  next  year  or  so,  while  almost  fifty  percent  of 
the  residents  of  downtown  apartments  expect  to  move  within  the  same  period. 

In  addition, there  appears  to  be  a  growing  interest  in  condominiums.   Twenty 
percent  of  ape rtment  residents  said  they  would  be  likely  to  buy  a  condominium 
in  the  next  few  years  (that  basically  represents  1,200  households);  and  another 
20  percent  said  they  are  unlikely  but  for  reasons  that  could  probably  be  over- 
come by  marketing  and  a  favorable  supply  situation. 
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TABLE 


NEW  CORE  AREA  APARTMENT  DWELLERS,  BY  DAILY  ACTIVITY 


Dally  Activity 
Employed  within  City  Core 
Employed  elsewhere  in  City 
Employed  outside  City 
Retired  . 
Other  (in  school,  etc.) 

Total 


Total  Households  Total  Employee 


41  .0 

54.0  % 

16.2 

21.4 

18.2 

24.2 

12.9 

- 

11.7 

- 

of 


100.0  % 


100.0  % 


TABLE 


NSW  CORE  /-PEA  RENTES  AND  CO^JDONINIUn  OWNERS  BY  LOCATION 

OF  PREVIOUS  RESIDENCE 


Location  of  Previous 
Residence 


Back  Bay- 
Beacon  Hill 
Brighton 
Charlestown 
North  End 
West  End 
South  End 
Boston,  other 
TOTAL,  Boston 

Cambridge 

Brookline 

Newton 

SMSA,  other 

TOTAL  SMSA,  Outside  of  Boston 


Renters 
(16?) 

Condominium 
Owners  (^3) 

21.5  % 

30.2  % 

8.6 

9.3 

6.1 

2.3 

0.6 

0.0 

0.6 

0.0 

3.1 

4.7 

0.6 

2.3 

11.0 

9.3 

52.1   ^ 

58.1 

4.3 

2.3 

5.5 

7.0 

4.3 

7.0 

15.4 

2.3 

29.5 

18.6 

Massachusetts,  Outside  of  SMSA     2,5  7.0 


Outside  of  Massachusetts  15*9  16.3 


TOTALS  100.0  %  100.0  % 


TABLE 


PREVIOUS  TET^JRE  OF  NEW  CORE  AREA  RENTERS,  BY  -LOCATION 


OF  PREVIOUS  RESIDENCE 

Tenure 

Location 

of 

Previous  Residence 

Boston      Remaining  SM  A 

Outside  S: 

Owned 

9.4  % 

38.7  %    ■ 

39.5  % 

Rented 

89.4  • 

61.3 

55.8 

Other 

1.2 

0.0 

4.7 

TOTAL 

100.0  % 

100.0  % 

100.0  % 

- 


TABLI 
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NEW  CORE  AREA  RATTERS  A^-JD  COI^DOHINIUN  OWNERS,  AND  CITY 
RESIDENTS,  BY  AGE  OF  HOUSEHOLD  HEAD 


Age 

19-24 
25-34 

35-44 
45-64 
65-85 

TOTAL 


Core  Area 

Renters    (163)      Condominium 
Owners  (43) 


City  of  Bos/ton 


10.0  % 
23.4 

14.7 

31.3 
20.7 

100.0  % 


4.9  % 
22.0 

17.1 

46.4 

9.6 

100.0  % 


11.5  # 

18.0 

14.7 
33.3 
22.5 

100.0  % 


Median 


46.0 


46.1 


45.8 


# 


1970  U.S.    Census 


TABLE 


NEW  CORE  ARPJA  RENTERS  A1TD   COTTPOMINIU?:  OWNERS,  AND  CITY 

RESIDENTS,  BY  HOUSEHOLD  INCOME 


Income 


Core  Area 

Renters  (163)   Condominium 

Owners    (^3) 


City  of  Boston* 


$       0-7999 

9.9  % 

0.0  % 

50.6  % 

8000-9999 

8.6 

2.5 

1^.5 

10000-14999 

19.2 

15.0 

21.0 

15000-2^999 

31.8 

30.0 

11.0 

25000  + 

30.5 

52.5 

2.9 

TOTAL 


100.0  % 


* 


100.0  % 


100.0  % 


Median 


$18368. 


$25^38. 


$7835. 


1970  U.S.    Census 


TABLE        -6 A 

CHARACTERISTICS   OF   CORE   AREA   UNITS:       NUMnF.R^OF  ROOMS   AND   BEDROOMS 

Number   of   Room.i  Rental   Units  (163)  Condominiums    (43) 

1  12.3  7.  0.0  7. 

0 

2  15.5  0.0 

3  43.2  24.2 

4  22.6  42.4 

5  5.2  21.2 

6  1.3  6.1 

7  0.0  .   00.0 
8+                                                                         0.0  6.1 


TOTAL  100.0  7.                                            100.0  7. 
Number   of   Bedrooms 

efficiency                                                          14.4  0.0 

1  56.1  27.3 

2  25.2  '    60.6 

3  3.2  9.1 
4+                                                                         0.6  3.0 

TOTAL  100.0  7.                                          100.0  7. 


s 


TABLE   '  6B 
CHARACTERISTICS  OF  CORE  AREA  UNTO:  MONTHLY  GROSS  RENT 

Rent  Rental  Units  (163) 

$  100  -  199  8.3  7. 

200  -  249                       -  15.4 

250  -  299  23.8 

300  -  349  23.8 

350  -  399  10.3 

400  -  449  7.1 

450  -  499  1.3 

500  -  549  4.5 

550  -  599  1.3 

600+  3.8 


TOTAL  100.0  7. 


MEDIAN  $  305.00 


" 


TABLE  .  -7 
NEW  CORE  AREA  RENTERS,  BY  MOST  SIGNIFICANT  REASON  FOR  MOVING  FROM  PAST  RESIDENCE* 
Most  Significant  Reason 

Change  in  family  status  14.9  % 

Change  in  school  or  job  -      14.9 

Problems  with  dwelling  unit  13.6 

Inconvenient  to  work  9.7 

Size  of  dwelling  unit  9.1 

High  rents  4.5 

Evicted  4.5 

Crime,  lack  of  safety  4.5 

Community  composition  2.6 

Inconvenient  to  public  transportation  1.3 

Others  13.9 


TOTAL  100.0  7. 


Percentages  are  based  upon  163  responses. 


TABLE    8 
NEW  CORE  AREA  RENTERS,  BY  IMPORTANCE  OF  FACTORS  INFLUENCING  RESIDENTIAL  LOCATION 


Factors  Influencing  Residential 
Location 


Importance 
"Very"   "Somewhat"   "Not" 


Safety  of  neighborhood 


38.8  7.    27.5  7.     33.7  7. 


Quality  of  public  schools 


0.6 


1.3 


98.1 


Availability  of  parks 


5.7      16.3 


78.0 


Proximity  to  shopping 


38.8      39.4 


21.8 


Convenience  to  vork 


71.5      17.4 


11.1 


Proximity  to  restaurants,  cultural  activities    37.9      41.0       21.1 


Proximity  to  friends,  relatives 


8.7 


26.1       65.2 


City  life 


37.8      34.6 


27.6 


Percentages  are  based  upon  163  responses. 


TABLE  .  "  9 


NEW  CORE  AREA  PINTERS,  BY  IMPORTANCE  OF  FACTORS  INFLUENCING  CHOICE  OF  UNIT 


t 


Factors  Influencing  Choice  Of 
Dwelling_Unit 


Importance 
."Very"   "Somewhat"    "Not" 


Space,  room  size 


47.4  7.    37.0  7.     15.6  7. 


Room  layout 
Appliances 


22.2      48.4 


34.2      37.4 


29.4 


28.4 


Recreational  services 


13.8      16.5 


69.7 


Building  security 


69.7      23.7 


6.6 


View 


36.8      32.9 


30.3 


•k 


Percentages  are  based  upon  163  responses. 
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BOSTON  CONDOMIN IK-IS 


CONDOMINIUMS  SURVEYED 


Location 


Name 


Field  Listing 
Number  of  Units 


180  Beacon  Street 


255  Beacon  Street 


260  Beacon  Street 


191  Commonwealth  Avenue 


192  Commonwealth  Avenue 


20  Gloucester  Street 


27  Chestnut  Street 


70  Mt.  Vernon  Street 


72  Mt.  Vernon  Street 


61  Mt.  Vernon  Street 


10  Otis  Place 


35-39  Lawrence  Street 


180  Beacon  Street 

255  Beacon  Street 
Trust 

260  Beacon  Street 

191  Commonwealth  Avenue 

192  Commonwealth  Avenue 
20  Gloucester  Street 
The  Hill  Condominium 
The  Hill  Condominium 
The  Hill  Condominium 

61  Mt.  Vernon  Street 

10  Otis  Place 

Lawrence  Street  Condominiums 


111 
24 

14 

19 

9 

8 

11 

10 

10 

6 

11 

24 


(cont'd) 
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BROOKLINE  CONDOMINIUMS 


Location 


Name 


Year    Field  Listing: 
Opened  Number  of  Unit 5 


"1856  Beacon  Street 


17-25  Carlton  Street 


Fairgreen  Place 


1856  House 


17-25  Carlton  Street 


Fairgreen  Condominiums 


32-68  Hammond  Pond  Pkwy    Parkway  Tovne  Houses 


715-729  Hammond  St. 


30  St.  Paul  Street 


The  Townhouses 


St.  Paul  Manor 


1970 
1970 
1967 
1971 
1971 


26 
5 

19 

10 
8 

50 


Turned  out  to  be  only  renter-occupied. 


CAMBRIDGE  CONDOMINIUMS 


Kgg  wea— e  i 


Location 


Name 


Year    Field  Listing: 
Opened  Number  of  Units 


—  i  i  - 


19-21  Chanuncy  Street 
159  Concord  Avenue 

992  Mem.  Dr. 

205  Mt.  Auburn  Street 


Wasserman 
Peabody  Manor 

Strathcona  on  the 
Charles 

205  Mt.  Auburn  Street 


Spring  1972   No  Listing 
1971        16 


May  1971 


May  1971 


36 


16 


Total  Number  of  Housing  Units 
in  Condominiums: 


449 


